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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1 - 1 3 , 1 5- 1 7, and 1 9-24 are pending in the application. 

Claims 21 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over US 
2003/0152076 to Lee et al. (hereinafter "Lee") in view of US 7,379,454 to Ogasawara et al. 
(hereinafter "Ogasawara"). Claims 17, 19, 20, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being 
unpatentable over Lee in view of US 5,293,330 to Sayegh. Claims 1-13, 15, 16, and 24 are 
allowed. Claims 17 and 22 are amended. No new matter has been added. 

Applicant thanks the Examiner for indicating that claims 1-13, 15, 16, and 24 are 
allowed. The rejection of claims 17 and 19-23 is respectfully traversed as explained in the 
following remarks. 

Claims 21 and 23 

Claim 21 recites a method of processing an encapsulation packet. The method 
includes "receiving selectively programmable first information indicative of a location of second 
information within said encapsulated packet ; based on said first information, obtaining said 
second information from said encapsulated packet; and replacing a portion of said encapsulating 
header with said second information " (emphasis added). Applicant respectfully submits that the 
combination of references does not disclose or fairly suggest at least these elements. 

At page 3, the Office Action acknowledges Lee's failure to disclose replacing a 
portion of an encapsulating header with second information as in the claimed invention. New 
reference Ogasawara is relied upon for these limitations and several citations to the reference are 
provided. However, Applicant respectfully submits that Ogasawara does not cure Lee's 
deficiencies as they relate to replacing a portion of an encapsulating header with second 
information taken from an encapsulation packet. 

Unlike the claimed invention, Ogasawara discusses a routing apparatus that 
maintains tables from which it obtains information used to rewrite packet headers. See, 
Ogaswara at col. 3, lines 60-66 ("the routing processor encapsulates an input packet or rewrites 
an encapsulation header in accordance with encapsulation header information retrieved from the 
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sub-table.") More particularly, Ogasawara describes that "routing controller 34 refers to a 
routing information table 40. . .and retrieves information such as encapsulation header 
information and internal routing information." See, Ogasawara at col. 7, lines 53-57. Thereafter, 
in each of the packet processing operations (a)-(d), routing controller 34 adds the encapsulation 
header obtained from routing table 40 to the packet headers. See, Ogasawara at col. 7, line 64 - 
col. 8, line 10. 

Ogasawara thus describes using information stored at a routing device to rewrite a 
packet header. It does not disclose or suggest rewriting an encapsulating header with 
information obtained from the encapsulation packet itself Accordingly, Applicant respectfully 
submits that, whether taken alone or in combination, Lee/Ogasawara fails to disclose or fairly 
suggest "replacing a portion of said encapsulating header with said second information" where 
the second information is obtained from the encapsulation packet as claimed. 

Claim 23 recites an apparatus for processing an encapsulation packet with 
features similar to those discussed in connection with claim 21 and not found in the cited 
references (e.g., "means for obtaining said second information from said encapsulated packet 
based on said first information; and means for replacing a portion of said encapsulating header 
with said second information"). Claim 23 is therefore believed allowable over Lee/Ogasawara 
for the reasons previously given. 

Claims 17. 19. 20. and 22 

Claim 17 recites a method of processing an encapsulation packet. The method 
includes "receiving the encapsulation packet formatted as a sequence of parallel data segments in 
a data pipeline. . .insuring that said information is available in said sequence of parallel data 
segments, including combining a first of said parallel data segments and part of a second of said 
parallel data segments in a stage of said data pipeline occupied by said first parallel data segment 
as said sequence of parallel data segments advances in said data pipeline, wherein said first and 
second parallel data segments are in adjacent stages to one another in said data pipeline." 
Applicant respectfully submits that the combination of references does not disclose at least these 
elements. 
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Lee is cited for combining data segments. See, Office Action at page 4. 
However, unlike the claimed invention, Lee does not disclose that parallel data segments are 
combined such that a portion of one segment is combined with another segment in an adjacent 
stage of a same data pipeline. Rather, in the cited material, Lee discusses that different units of a 
network processor operate upon different sized data groups. For example, the framer operates on 
64-bit segments, the I/O unit operates on 128-bit segments, etc. See, Lee at [0077]. Lee does 
not disclose or fairly suggest that a partial data segment is combined with another data segment 
in a same stage of a given data pipeline. 

Sayegh is not cited for the above limitations and does not cure Lee's deficiencies. 
Sayegh describes a signal processing technique by which a Fourier transform is performed on 
data samples and is in no way related to modifying encapsulating headers of an encapsulation 
packet. See, Abstract. As best understood, Sayegh simply indicates that data samples are 
separated by fixed delays in a "butterfly" processing architecture. It does not disclose or even 
suggest that a partial sample in one stage of a data pipeline is combined with a full sample in an 
adjacent pipeline stage. 

Accordingly, whether taken alone or in combination, Applicant respectfully 
submits that Lee/Sayegh fails to disclose each and every element of the amended claim. Claims 
19-20 depend from claim 17 and incorporate all of its limitations. Claims 19-20 are therefore 
believed allowable for at least the reason that they depend from an allowable base claim in 
addition to deriving patentability from their further limitation thereof. Claim 22 recites an 
apparatus with features similar to those of claim 17 and is believed allowable over Lee/Sayegh 
for at least the reasons previously identified. Reconsideration and allowance of all pending 
claims is respectfully requested. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, Applicants believe all claims now pending in this 
Application are in condition for allowance. The issuance of a formal Notice of Allowance at an 
early date is respectfully requested. 
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Further, the Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees or 
credit any overpayment in connection with this paper to Deposit Account No. 20-1430. 

If the Examiner believes a telephone conference would expedite prosecution of 
this application, please telephone the undersigned at 858-350-6100. 


Respectfully submitted, 

Steven A. Raney 
Reg. No. 58,317 

TOWNSEND and TOWNSEND and CREW LLP 

Two Embarcadero Center, Eighth Floor 

San Francisco, California 94111-3834 

Tel: 858-350-6100 

Fax:415-576-0300 

SAR:jlo 
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